[E] 


And lo, it has been taught: Anointing is equivalent to drinking so far as 
being subject to a prohibition is concerned, and [in the case of produce 
in the status of second tithe] so far as having to make up the loss is 
concerned, but not so far as to punishment is concerned. [If a person 
who has no right to the produce should anoint himself with oil in the 
status of second tithe to which he has no right, he has to pay for it with 
an added fifth, as if he had drunk that produce. But as to the penalty, 
there is no issue of flogging [cf. Y. M.S. 2:1]. 


[F] As to the Day of Atonement, [they are equivalent] so far as 
prohibition is concerned, but not so far as the punishment is 
concerned . 


[G] And lo, it has been taught: “‘[Tell Aaron and his sons to separate 
themselves from the sacred things that they consecrate to Me], So 
that they may not profane [My holy name I am the Lord]’ (Lev. 
22:2)— this serves to encompass [under the rule protecting 
consecrated produce and the punishment inflicted for violating its 
law] one who anoints or who drinks [what is not available to him 
for that purpose].” [This indicates that there is a penalty for 
anointing as against the claim, E-F, that there is no such 
punishment. | 


[H] Said R. Yohanan, “In the cited teaching there is no reference 
to anointing, [and that should be removed from G].” 


[I] Said R. Abba Mari, “In the cited teaching, if there is no 
reference to anointing, there also is no reference to drinking. 
[Both of them have to be encompassed by the exegesis of the 
verse cited at G.] If that is not the case, [and if ‘So that they 
may not profane ...” serves only to encompass improperly 
drinking consecrated produce but not using it as an ointment, 
then it follows that drinking is not under the category of eating, 
for if it were, why would this verse be required to deal with 
drinking as a separate item|?” 


[J] “Will a matter that derives from two separate prohibitions be 
regarded as joining together [in the way in which eating and 
drinking are deemed to join together]? [If one ate part of the 
requisite volume to be liable, and one drank the other part of 
the same substance, the two acts are regarded as a single act, so 
that the requisite volume has been reached, and one is liable. 
Now we know that eating and drinking do join together. Yet] 
do they then derive from two distinct [prohibitions]? [Surely 
not, if they are regarded as essentially the same action. Hence 


